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The  Wilson  Bill  and  the  Farmer. 


SPEECH 

HON.  CHARLES  H.  GROSVENOR, 

OF  OHIO. 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  Monday,  February  17,  1896. 

The  House  having  under  consideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  5161)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  ot  Agriculture  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1897. 

Mr.  GROSVENOR  said: 

Mr.  Chairman:  During  the  years  that  have  passed  over  our  heads, 
which  involved  the  discussion  ot*  the  Morrison  tariff  bill,  the  Mills  bill, 
the  bill  of  1890,  the  law  of  1894,  and  the  attempted  legislation  of  the  Dres- 
ent  Congress  to  relieve  the  Treasury  from  bankruptcy,  a  great  deal  has 
been  said  about  the  effect  of  our  legislation  upon  the  agricultural  inter- 
ests of  the  country,  and  we  were  told,  in  language  more  eloquent  than  I 
can  hope  to  use,  that  the  great  aim  and  purpose  of  the  Democratic  party 
on  this  floor  and  in  the  country  was  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  our  markets 
in  foreign  lands  for  the  productionsof  our  agricultural  interests.  We  were 
told  that  we  were,  by  the  law  of  1890,  building  around  the  agriculturists 
of  this  country  a  Chinese  wall.  I  remember  listening  with  intense  interest 
to  a  splendid  argument  by  a  distinguished  member  of  this  house,  now  a 
distinguished  member  of  the  United  States  Senate,  in  which  he  argued  from 
premises  as  follows: 

If  you  buy  abroad,  you  may  sell  abroad;  but  if  you  do  not  buy  the  commodities 
manufactured  in  foreign  lands,  you  cannot  have  a  market  for  the  agricultural  products  of 
your  own  land. 

That  is  an  argument  as  old  as  the  discussion  of  this  question,  which  is 
a  hundred  years  and  upward  in  this  country;  and  yet  it  has  always  had 
to  me  a  very  interesting  sound,  and  if  we  were  driven  to  the  discussion  of 
theories,  it  seems  to  me  this  side  of  the  Chamber,  having  the  views  that  I 
do,  would  have  difficulty  in  maintaining  our  position. 

The  time  has  come  at  last  in  this  country  when  we  have  something 
besides  theories  to  go  on.  We  are  no  longer  driven  to  the  consideration 
of  theoretical  propositions,  of  discussions  that  emanate  from  distinguish- 
ed doctrinaires  of  the  colleges.  They  have  become  utterly  valueless  to  the 
ear  of  the  American  voter,  because  the  American  voter  has  a  lesson  now 
based  upon  actual  facts,  based  upon  actual  knowledge,  based  upon  actual 
conditions,  that  answers  conclusively  all  the  theories  and  relegates  into 
the  obscurity  which  the^r  deserve  to  occupy  upon  this  question  the  men  in 
the  colleges,  scientific  men.  who  undertake  to  preach  the  doctrine  of  "the 
fatherhood  of  God  and  the  brotherhood  of  man,"  as  applied  to  the  question 
of  the  sale  of  the  agricultural  products  of  one's  country. 

j  I  hold  in  my  hand,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  brief  statement  showing  the  effect 
upon  the  agricultural  interests  of  this  country  in  "detail  of  the  law  of  1890, 
and  the  changes  involved  in  the  repeal  of  the  law,  the  striking  down  of 
the  section  providing-  for  reciprocity  contained  in  the  law  known  as  the 


statute  of  1890.  the  McKinley  law,  and   I   will   add    this   statement   to   the 
remarks  which  I  have  here  made: 

EFFECT  OF  THE  WILSON   LAW  ON   FARM  PRODUCTS. 

HOSTILE  TO  THE  FARMERS-ASTONISHING  RESULTS  OF  THE  WILSON  TARIFF 
LAW— A  DEFINITE  COMPARISON  OF  ITS  WORKINGS  WITH  THOSE  OF  THE 
McKINLEY  LAW  IN  A  GIVEN  PERIOD  NOW  POSSIBLE  FOR  THE  FIRST  TIME— A 
FALLING  OFF  OF  $83,000.000  IN  THE  VALUE  OF  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS  EX- 
PORTED. WHILE  THE  IMPORTS  HAVE  INCREASED  LARGELY. 

(By    leltgraph    10    the  New    York    Tribune.) 

WASHINGTON,    February    14. 

The  great  mass  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  are  dependant  on  agriculture  fot 
a  livelihood  will  perhaps  be  astonished  to  flnd  to  how  great  an  extent  the  new  tariff  law 
is  discriminating  against  them,  both  in  the  matter  of  the  importation  of  their  own  pro- 
ducts and  the  importation  of  foreign  products  which  compete  with  their  own  labor.  They 
have  had  intimations  of  this  in  the  fragmentary  statements  which  it  has  been  possible 
to  present  from  time  to  time  of  the  workings  of  the  new  law.  but  it  is  now  possible  for 
the  first  time  to  compare  definitely  from  official  publications  the  workings  of  the  new 
law  in  a  given  period  with  those  of  the  McKinley  law.  And  the  statement  thus  ob- 
tained shows  that  in  practically  every  department  of  agriculture  the  new  law  has  placed 
the  great  population  of  this  country  who  are  dependent  on  agriculture  at  a  great  disad- 
vantage. 

The  Treasury  Department  arranges  its  statements  of  the  operations  of  the  customs  law 
In  two  different  forma.  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year,  June  30,  it  presents  a  statement 
showing  the  amount  and  value  of  imports  and  exports  during  the  twelve  months  ending  ;it 
that  date.  At  the  close  of  the  calendar  year  it  presents  a  statement  showing  the  imports 
and  exports  during  the  twelve  months  ending  December  31.  The  operations  of  the  Mc- 
Kinley law  ended  August  28.  1894.  therefore,  the  last  full  year  of  its  workings  shown  toy 
any  official  statement  in  detail  would  be  the  year  ending  June  oO,  1S94,  which  is  usually 
termed  the  "fiscal  year  1894."  The  Wilson  law  went  into  effect  August  28,  1894;  therefor*, 
the  first  full  year's  statement  in  detail  which  can  be  had  of  its  operations  is  the  calendar 
year  1895.  Naturally,  neither  the  old  nor  the  new  law  worked  normally  during  the  fear 
weeks  preceding  or  following  the  date  at  which  the  change  was  made— August  28,  1894— 
and  a  comparison  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  a  few  weeks  prior  to  that  date  with  the 
calendar  year  beginning  a  few  weeks  after  that  date  is  essentially  a  fair  one  to  both  laws. 
Besides,  it  is  the  only  method  of  comparing  official  statements  of  the  workings  of  Che 
two  laws  during  periods  of  equal  length  nearest  to  the  date  at  which  the  old  law  ceased  to 
be  operative  and  the  new  one  went  Into  effect.  A  comparison,  therefore,  of  the  imports 
and  exports  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1894,  with  those  of  the  calendar  year  Be- 
ginning January  1,  1895,  places  side  by  side  the  two  yearly  official  statements  obtainable 
which  most  nearly  touch  on  either  side  the  date  at  which  the  change  was  made  from 
the  old  to  the  n«w  law. 

MISLEADING   DEMOCRATIC  PROMISES. 

A  good  many  of  the  30,000,000  of  people  who  are  dependent  on  agriculture  in  this 
country,  and  who  recall  the  fervor  with  which  the  Democratic  statesmen  denounced  the 
McKinley  law  as  hostile  to  the  farmer,  and  characterized  the  Wilson  law  as  one  which 
would  be  greatly  to  his  advantage,  will  be  surprised  to  learn  that  under  the  Wilson  law 
the  Imports  of  farm  products  in  competition  with  their  own  labor  have  been  much  greater 
than  they  were  under  the  McKinley  law,  while  the  exports  of  farm  products  have  fallen  off 
since  the  repeal  of  the  McKinley  law.  The  orators  who  denounced  the  McKinley  law  and 
favored  the  Wilson  law  Insisted  that  they  were  legislating  in  a  way  that  would  protect 
the  farmer  and  yet  increase  his  sales  abroad.  That  their  promises  were  misleading,  in- 
accurate, and  untrue  is  apparent  from  a  comparison  of  the  actual  workings  of  the  new 
law  with  those  of  the  McKinley  law. 

In  all  the  great  articles  of  farm  production,  such  as  wheat,  barley,  wool,  hides, 
tobacco,  meats,  flax,  breadstuffs,  hops,  hay,  hemp,  cotton  and  others,  the  importations 
have  largely  increased  under  the  new  law,  while  in  the  same  class  of  articles  the  ex- 
portations  under  the  new  law  decreased.  These  statements,  it  should  be  remembered,  are 
based  on  official  figures  furnished  by  the  Treasury  Department,  covering  the  years  most 
nearly  touching  the  date  at  which  the  change  was  made  from  the  McKinley  law  to  the 
Wilson  law.  In  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1894.  the  last  fiscal  year  under  the  McKinley 
law,  the  exports  of  products  of  domestic  agriculture  amounted  to  $628.714,773.  In  the 
year  1895.  the  first  calendar  year  under  the  Wilson  law,  the  exports  of  products  of  do- 
mestic agriculture  amounted  to  only  $545,714,375.  This  was  a  falling  off  of  $W3,000,000  In 
the  amount  exported.  That  the  new  law  actually  discriminates  against  the  farmer  is 


•hown  by  the  fact  that  but  67  per  cent,  of  the  total  exports  qf  1895  under  th#  ne.w  law 
were  agricultural  products,  while  over  72. per  C«fat.  of  the  exports  in  the  last  yetft-  of 
the  McKinley  law  were  agricultural  products. 

THE  OFFICIAL  FIGURES. 

The  following  tables  show,  from  official  report*  of  the  Treasury  Department,  the  Im- 
ports and  exports  of  farm  products  in  the  last  fiscal  year  under  the  McKiniey  law  com- 
pared with  the  first  calendar  year  under  the  Wilson  Jaw.  It  may  be  worth  while  repeat- 
ing the  statement  already  made,  that  these  two  periods — the  fiscal  year  endedJuneSO,  1894, 
and  the  calendar  year  beginning  January  1,  1S95— most  nearly  touch  the  date  at  which 
the  change  was  made  from  the  old  to  the  new  law  of  any  annual  periods  covered  by*  the 
official  statements  of  the  Treasury  Department.  The  fiscal  year  1894  closed  two  months 
before  the  end  of  the  operations  of  the  McKin'ey  law,  and  the  calendar  year  1895  began 
four  months  after  the  Wilson  law  had  begun  its  work.  Each  year's  figures  may,  there- 
fore, be  assumed  to  present  a  fairly  normal  picture  of  the  working  of  the  two  laws,  and 
thus  to  give  for  the  first  time  since  the  enactment  of  the  Wilson  law  an  absolutely  ac- 
curate- official  comparison  of  their  operations  as  affecting  the  great  class  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  dependent  on  agriculture: 

Imports  of  farm  products.  \ 


McKinley  law, 
fiscal 
year  1894. 

Wilson  law. 
calendar 
year  1895. 

Hides  

$17,270,637 

$36,432,989 

Tobacco     ... 

11,001,798 

15.225.726 

Wines  

6,739,425 

7,222,102 

Wool   .           ... 

6,107,438 

33,770,159 

Leather    

4  5°8,33o 

7,745,092 

Cottou  (unmanufactured)    ....                .          

3,010,205 

5,171,099 

Rice   ....                                                        ... 

2,464,226 

2,955,329 

Animals       . 

2  41  1  066 

3,365,123 

Seeds  

2,395,695 

4,650,430 

Breadstuff's  (all)     ....                                        .                             .... 

i  981,317 

2,886,736 

Provisions  (all)      .    . 

I  797  847 

2,106,130 

Hlax  (unmanufactured)     

1  ,336,845 

2,239,920 

Cheese    .....                                                               ... 

1  ,247  198 

1,471,091 

11  IV 

761  937 

2,191  635 

Wheat    

761,177 

1,121,789 

Feathers          ... 

726  692 

3,033,626 

484  415 

547  045 

^58,744 

501,137 

Hemp       ,    .           ,    ,   ,    .   ,    .    .    .                                            .       , 

239  918 

1,212,243 

Elf  US 

loo  s^6 

21Q  45O 

Exports  of  farm  products. 


Cotton    ....                                                                             .... 

$210  869  298 

$189,890,645 

Breadstuffs  (all)    ...       

166,774,558 

125,604,486 

Provisions  (all)    ....                              .       . 

145  262  273 

132,456,843 

Flour  

69  271  760 

50,292,886 

Wheat    ... 

40  898  547 

Lard    

40  089  721 

37,348,753 

Bacon     

38  338  357 

37  411,944 

Animals  (all)  

35,698,180 

33,791,014 

Cattle     

13  455  °92 

26,997,701 

Corn    

30  211  154' 

27  907,766 

Beef    

16,696,583 

16,522,018 

Oil  cake  and  meal       .                                                                .... 

8  807  807 

7,851,246 

Seeds  (all) 

7  941  935 

I  983  894 

Cheese 

7  180  232 

3  401  117 

Distilled  spirits    ...                                                           

5,676,936 

1,685,460 

Pork    .                 ...                                                                         .   .   .  • 

5  067  773 

4  43°  J55 

Clover  s^ed 

4  540  822 

i  126  618 

Hides 

3Q72  487 

Hops  .                                          

3,844,194 

i  745  945 

Tallow          .   .                                                                             

2  766  164 

Flaxseed 

2  426  284 

2  770  714 

Sugar  and  molasses       .   .                            .              

2  209  265 

i  886  672 

Oats                                                                                            

2  O27  O^4 

Vegetables                                                                         

Hay     

890,503 

608  Q^ 

Broom  corn                

3IO  "42 

Kve              

126,532 

724 

This  statement  shows  conclusively  that  the  low  tariff,  tariff  reduction, 
tariff  for  revenue  without  revenue,  such  as  we  have  now,  has  barred  the 
access  of  American  agriculturists  to  the  markets  of  other  countries  of  the 
world;  that  instead  of  the  contention  of  the  doctrinaires  being  worked 
out  by  actual  observations  and  by  actual  conditions,  we  find  ourselves  being 
gradually  driven  out  of  the  market  and  narrowed  down  in  the  sale  of  our 
agricultural  productions  to  the  markets  of  our  own  country,  and  those  mar- 
kets circumscribed  and  cut  down  to  the  aggregate  demands  for  agricultural 
products  under  the  depreciation  in  value  of  the  manufactured  products  of 
the  country  which  are  driven  out  of  foreign  markets,  and  hence  the  reduc- 
tion and  decrease  in  the  expenditures  of  the  American  laboring  man  and 
consumer.  This  is  all  I  desire  to  say.  The  demonstrations  which  I  will  em- 
body in  my  remarks  are  official,  coming  from  Democratic  sources  alone,  and 
they  will  more  than  prove  the  truth  of  my  proposition. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Then  do  I  understand  that  low  tariff  benefit*  th« 
home  market? 

Mr.  GROSVENOR.     I  say  that  it  destroys  the  home  market.     I  think 
will  find  it  plain  when  you  read  it. 
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